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ABSTRACT 

This report presents an analysis of the Governor's 
proposed State budget for fiscal year 1991-92. The analysis provides: 
(1) a discussion of major budget issues facing the Governor and the 
Legislature in constructing the 1991-92 State budget; (2) a brief 
overview of the Governor's proposed funding priorities; and (3) an 
analysis of the key policy issues facing higher education • These 
issues include student fees and financial aid, long-range planning 
for enrollment r community college reform, and the impact of the 
proposed budget on the State's Master Plan for Higher Education. The 
analysis also includes a sufomary of the findings and recommendations 
of the Legislative Analyst's report on the 1991-92 budget and 
postsecondary education proposals for capital outlay projects for the 
1991-92 fiscal year. Appendices include specific data relevant to the 
Governor's budget such as summaries of actual budgets for recent 
years and proposed budgets for 1991-92 of California's segments and 
institutions of higher educatj.on, and student costs of attending the 
University of California and the California State University in 
comparison with similar public institutions within the United States. 
(GLR) 
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Summary 



This report provides an analysis of the Governor's 
proposed State budget for fiscal year 1991-92. The 
analysis provides (Da discussion of major budget is- 
sues facing the Governor and the Legislature in con- 
structing the 1991-92 State budget; (2) a brief over- 
view of the Governor's proposed funding priorities; 
and (3) an analysis of the key policy issues facing 
higher education. These issues include student fees 
and financial aid, long-range planning for enroll- 
ment growth, community college reform, and the im- 
pact of the proposed budget on the State's historic 
Master Plan for Higher Education. 

The analy'iis includes a summary of the findings and 
recommendations of the Legislative Analyst's report 
on the 1991-92 budget and postsecondary education 
proposals for capital outlay projects for the 1991-92 
fiscal year. 

The Administration and Liaison Committee of the 
Commission discussed this report at its meeting on 
March 24, 1991. Additional copies of the report may 
be obtained from the Publications Office of the Com- 
mission at (916) 124*4991. Questions about the sub- 
star ce of the report may be directed to Diana Fuen- 
t%.3-Michel of the staff at (916) 322 8025. 

Cover photograph courtesy of the California State 
Capitol Museum. 



ANALYSIS OF THE 1991-92 
GOVERNOR'S BUDGET 



A Staff Report to the California 
Postsecondary Education Commission 




CALIFOHNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSION 
Third Floor • 1020 Twelfth Street . Sacramento, California 95814-3985 Tl COMMISSION O 



ERIC 



e « 



0 



COMMISSION REPORT 91-3 
PUBLISHED MARCH 1991 

THIS is one in a series of staff reports on important issues affecting California post- 
secondary education. These reports are brought to the California Postsecondary Edu- 
cation Commission for discussion rather than for action, and they represent the 
interpretation of the staff rather than the formal position of the Commission as ex- 
pressed in its adopted resolutions and reports containing policy recommendations 

Like other publications of the Commission, this report is not copyrighted. It may be 
reproduced in the public interest, but proper attribution to Report 91-3 of the Cali- 
fornia Postsecondary Education Commission is rec^uested. 
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Analysis of the 1991-92 Governor's Budget 



Background 



University of California 



Since 1960, the State's Master Plan for Higher Edu- 
cation has given all eligible students the opportuni- 
ty to enroll in higher education somewhere within 
California's three-tier system, with the University 
of California admitting the top one-eighth of Cali- 
fornia's high school graduating class, the California 
State University enrolls g the top one-third, and 
the California Commututy Colleges admitting per- 
sons 18 years or over, who can benefit from instruc- 
tion. Together these ttxw segments spend more 
than $15.5 billion annually (excluding capital out- 
lay funding) and enroll over two million students. 

For the first time in its history, this year California 
higher education will depart from its Master Plan. 
The Governor's 1991-92 proposed budget under- 
fimds all three public education institutions and 
provides less State General Fund support than the 
ciurent year, despite larger student enrollments 
and increased operating costs. In response to the 
Governor's budget proposal, the governing boards of 
the University and State University have approved 
proposals to deal with the budget shortfall. Their 
proposals will have direct and immediate effects on 
student access - reducing enrollment, instruction, 
and student services. 



The Governor's proposed budget for the University 
of California is $295 million less than the Regents' 
request for 1991-92 (Display 1). At their February 
meeting, the Regents took action to respond to that 
budget shortfall by voting to: 

• Raise resident student fees and nonresident tu- 
ition by 40 percent (up $650 and $1,282, respec- 
tively); 

• Defer salary and merit increases for the faculty 
and staff; 

• Reduce program expenditures by cutting the 
staff by 1,000 full-time-equivalent positions; 

• Defer building maintenance and instructional 
equipment purchases; and 

> Eliminate certain programs and reduce the level 
of administration, public service, and research by 
$20 million. 

The California State University 

The Tnistees of the California State University, un- 
like the Regents of the University, do not have ei- 
tl^g^he statutory authority to raise fees beyond 
what is proposed in the Governor's Budget or access 



DISPLAY 1 Comparison of 1990-91 Segmental Allocations from the State General Fund with 
Those Requested and Proposed for 1991-92 (Dollars in Millions) 



Sef^ent or Afiencs 


1990-91 
Current Year 
Budget 
Allocated 


1991-92 
General 

Fund 
Raguested 


Percent 
Increase in 
Requested 

Funds 


19&1-92 
G«neral 

Fund 
Proposed 


Percent of 
Change from 
1990-91 
Allocation 


University of California 


$2,185,165 


$2,398,533 


9.8% 


$2,133,900 


-2.3% 


The California State University^ 


?1,706,239 


$1,939,274 


13.7% 


$1,659,4?.7 


-2.7% 


California Community Colleges^ 


$2,515,584 


$2,988,743 


18.8% 


$2,537586 


+ 0.1% 


California Student Aid Commission^ 


$160,123 


$187,824 


17.2% 


$167,090 


+ 4.0% 



Note; The data in the several columns were derived from several sources and are not necessarily reconcilable among the columns. 

1. Includes $3.5 million in Special Account for Capital Outlay (SAFCO) appropriations. 

2. Includes property tax revenues. 

3. Shows Cal Grant programs only. 

Source; California Postsecondary Education Commission staff analysis. 
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to signiiicant extxamural funds that can assist in 
addressing the State University's budget shortfall. 
The Governor's Budget proposal is $402.5 million 
less than the Trustees' request for 1^1-92. The 
Trustees recommend coping with the budget crisis 
primarily through program reductions that will 
have these results: 

• Increase resident fees and nonresident tuition by 
20 percent (up $156 and $1,210, respectively); 

• Defer salary and merit increases for faculty and 
staff; 

• Eliminate 1,036 faculty and staff positions; 

• Delay program maintenance and instructional 
equipment replacement; and 

• Make undesignated cuts of $51 million in admin- 
istration, student services, and non- instructional 
programs. 

The State University esti^iates that these reUuc- 
tions will result in approximately 4,100 courses be- 
ing eliminated from the Fall 1991 class schedules - 
adversely affecting student enrollment and length- 
ening the period of time to degree. 

CcUifornia Community Colleges 

For the State's 107 community colleges, the Ckiver- 
nor's proposal to suspend Proposition 98 is estimat- 
ed to reduce their funding by 3 percent ($50.7 mil- 
li jn) in the ciirrent year and provide $225.0 million 
less in the 1991-92 budget year than what other- 
wise would be provided under the Proposition's 
funding guarantee. State law limits community 
college growth by restricting their funding level to 
growth in the adult population, which is expected to 
be 2.25 percent for 1991-92, This ceiling on growth 
artificially limits support to the community colleges 
and severely undercuts their ability to offer pro- 
grams. The Chancellor's Office of the community 
colleges estimates that individual colleges will have 
to support 86,659 of unfunded average-daily-at- 
tendance (ADA) growth during 1991-92. 

In sum, these budget reductions will have a 
dramatic effect on the future enrollment plans of all 
three public higher education segments. The Com- 
mission's 1990 long-range planning report - Higher 
Education at the Crossroads: Planning for the 
Twenty-First Century - found that an additional 
700,000 students will be eligible to attend poF^tsec- 
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ondary education in 2CN)5 than are eligible now. 
This Commission estimate was based on the as- 
sumption that the State would maintain its Master 
Plan poliq^ for hi^^r education of continued access 
for ail eligible students someplace in the system. If 
the Ciovemor*s Budget for higher education is ap- 
proved as proposed, that Master Plan policy is clear- 
ly in jeopardy, since all three of California's public 
segments will have to raise student fees, limit ad- 
mission, and restrict course offerings to reduce their 
operatii^ budgets. 



Overview of the budget shortfall 

On January 10, Governor Pete Wilson presented his 
budget plan for 1991-92 to the Legislature. His 
budget totals $78,0 billion in federal and State 
funds, including $43.3 billion in General Fund ex- 
penditures - a 3.7 percent increase over the current 
year. (Display 2 on the opposite page shows the 
overall bud^t, while Display 3 shows the higher 
education portion of the budget*) The Governor's 
Budget is based on an economic outlook that fore- 
sees rontinued weak revenue growth and unusually 
high expenditure growth in public assistance, edu- 
cation, corrections, and other State programs over 
1990-91. The revenue shortfall appears to be a 
short te.^ problem which can be tied to the nation- 
al recession and events in the Persian Gulf- The 
growth in the demand in public services - especial- 
ly in K-12 education, public assistance, health, and 
corrections is a long-term problem largely associ- 
ated with growth in the population, demographic 
changes in the State's ethnic and age composition, 
and societal problems. The structural long-term 
problem of how the State can fund this growth is 
one for continued discussion and debate. 

As Display 4 on page 4 shows, the Governor's spend- 
ing plan for 1991-92 addresses the budget shortfall 
by increasing State revenue and reducing certain 
program expenditures. The Governor has since an- 
nounced that current-year revenue adjustments 
will increase the budget shortfall by $1 billion - 
bringing the estimated deficit to $8 billion. The 
Legislative Analyst estimates that the State's fund- 
ing gap is almost $10 billion, with the difference 
largely attributed to differing estimates regarding 
the State's current budget-year workload and pro- 
gram costs. While the Administration and the Leg- 



DISPLAY 2 Proposed Expenditures by Funding Source, 1991-92 SUxte Budgf!t (Dollars in Millions) 





General 
Funda 


S|Mci>J 
Fuodn 


Bond 


Federal 
Pund3 


Total 
All Funds 


K-12 EducatioD 




I54.S 




91,681^ 


917,990.0 


HeaLtfa and Welfare 


13^3.6 


753.6 










5,8^.6 


4*7.7 




3,677.2 




Busimtt« TraniportatioD, and Housing 


192.0 


3,547^ 


602.0 


1,431.3 




Tax Relief SubventioQfi 


715.7 








715.7 


Payment to Local OovemmeDt 


39.8 


4,192.8 


5.0 


S7.8 


4.305.4 


Youth and Adult Correctional 


3,230.7 


16.3 


723.1 


1.4 


3.971.2 


Resources 


690.9 


764.6 


213.8 


107.7 


1,777.0 


St^te and Conaumer Services 


289.3 


338.7 


0.7 


16.6 


642.3 


Other 


1.904.0 


468,1 




6874 


3.059.5 


TOTAL 


$43;Z82.4 


$10,823.8 


Sl.600,3 


$22,316.7 


$78,023.2 



Sotirce: The 1991-92 Gcverror'a Budget 



DISPLAY 3 Proposed Paatsecondary Education Expenditures by Funding Source, 1991-92 State 
Budget (Dollars in Thousands) 





General 

Fund 


State 

Utt^ry 


Other 
Stete 


Property 
Federal Tas 


Student 
Fees 


Other 


tals 


Univereity of California 


12,133300^ 


18;750 


$67,888 


$3,237;!12^ 


$661,544^ 


$3,380.546C 


59,3'ja,840 


The California Stata University 


l,6M,927ft 


33,438 


3,516 


losjni 


419.483d 


631,517 


2,85l',152 


California Connnunity Colleges 


1,671,808 


95.230 


44^086 


58S6,778 


85,699 


5,565 


2,768.166 


Haatings College of tbe Law 


13,638 


163 




284 


3.741 


3,658 


21.464 


California Maritime Academy 


7,075 


30 




401 


740 


1,847 


10.093 


California Student Aid Commiaaion 


167,090 




15,897 


248,622 




919 


432.528 


California Poataecondary 
Education Commission 








4.309 






7.914 


Council for Private Postsecondary 
and Vocational EducaUon 






3.561 


U12 






4.773 


TOTAL 


S5,653,043 


$147,611 


$134,948 


$3,600,311 $865,778 $1,071,207 


$4,024,062 


$16.496.950f 


Percent of Total 


36.5^ 


1.0% 


0.9% 


23.2% 5.6% 


6.9% 


26.0% 


100.0% 



a. Includes iesiSG purchase revenue bonds of $43.9 million for the University and $117 million for the St^te tTn«ven?ity. 

b. Includes $2.4 billior budgeted within the University for three federal Department of Energy laboratories. 

c. Includes reimbursen.ents, hospital fees, private contributions, sales and semce, and auzUtary enterprises. 

d. The $419.5 million in fee revenues are shown in the Governor's Budget as a General Fund appropriation. 

e. Includes education and registration fees ($307 million), non-resident tuition ($99 million). University extension fees ( SH6 
million), summer ses« lOn fees ($18 miliion), and application and other fees ($21 millionK 

f. Excludes capital outlay. 

Source: Analysis of the 1991-92 Budget Bill, Office of the Legislative Analyst- 
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DISPLAY 4 Governor's Proposals for Bridging 
the Spending Gap (Dollars in Billions) 

Amount 



Ezfienditures 

Trigger Reductions $0.8 

Program Funding Reductions 1 . 4 

Suspend Proposition 98 in 1991-92 1.4 

Recalculate the Proposition 98 

Guarantee for 1990-91 0 5 

Subtotal 4.1 

Revenues 

Realignment of State/Local Programs 0 . 9 

Tax Compliance (increasing State tax 

withholding) 0.4 

Tax Equity (imposing new sales taxes 

on candy, newspapers, etc. ) 0.3 

Medi-Cal Capitation/ Accrual of Revenues 0. 8 

Other Resources and Transfers to the 

General Fund 0.5 

Subtotal 2.9 

TOTAL $7.0 

Sourca: Tha 1991-92 Governor's Budget. 



ceive the approval of two-thirds of the Legislature 
before being signed into law by the Governor. 

Display 5 below shows the sources of General Fund 
revenues estimated for the 1991-92 budget, based 
on a 7 percent increase in State revenues projected 
by the Department of Finance. The Legislative 
Analyst's revenue estimates differ from that of the 
Department in two ways: 

1. Revenue growth of 4 percent in 1991-92: The 
Analyst believes that the State's economy will 
not recover from the rec^sion as quickly as pro- 
jected by the Dei^tment of Finance. Thus the 
Analyst estimates revenue growth at 4 percent - 
a figure closer to the revenue growth experi- 
enced by the State in the previous two budget 
years (4.9 percent in 1989-90 and 3.6 percent in 
1990*91). The Analyst forecasts that the De- 
partment's projection will fall $1.2 billion short 
and rea>mmenda to the Legislature that it revise 
its revenue estimates downward by this amount. 

2. Recession and drought impact on the State's 
economy: The Analyst foresees that revenue es- 
timates will fall several hundred million dollars 
short of estimates due to factors such as the 
drought and increased unemployment. More re- 
liable information will be available in April, 



islature differ in their estimates of how large the 
budget problem is, they agree that the State is ex* 
periencing a m^jor financial crisis - one that re- 
quires consideration of actions to increase State rev- 
enues and reduce State-supported programs. 



Available revenues 

The 1990 calenc' year ended with the Cteukmejian 
Administration rojecting a budget deficit and pro- 
posing mid-year measures to reduce the State's bud- 
get shortfall. The legislative leadership choose to 
defer action until the new CJovernor was inaugurat- 
ed. In introducing his first State budget. Governor 
Wilson is proposing no General Fund tax increase 
in personal income, bank and corporation, or gener- 
al sales taxes. Instead, he proposes to increase 
State tax withholding for certain taxpayers and im- 
pose new sales taxes on candy, newspapers, and 
periodicals but these revenue proposals must re- 



DISPLAY5 1991^92 State Revenue Fund 
Sources (Dollars in Millions) 



Source 

Personal Income Tax 
Sales Tax 

Bank and Corporation Taxes 

Highway Users Taxes 

Motor Vehicle License Fees 

Insurance Tax 

Tobacco 

Liquor Tax 

Estate Taxes 

Horse Racing Fees 

Other 

TOTAL 



General 
Fund 

$20,034 

16,780 

5,535 



1,325 
158 
135 
487 
113 

1.204 



$45,771 



Source: The 1991-92 Governor's Budget, 



Special 
Funds 

$ 3 
183 

25 
4,042 
3,225 

644 
190 

32 
2.982 
$11,326 




when the State receives the majority of its tax 
revenues and the Department of Finance re- 
leases its revised May revenue estimates that 
will more accurately reflect the State's current 
fiscal condition. 



The budget development process 

Over the next several months, the Governor's Bud- 
get will undergo significant review and change as 
revenue estimates are revised and discussions over 
State funding priorities occur between the Governor 
and the Legislature. In a very practical sense, the 
Governor's Budget offers a starting point for negoti- 
ations between the Administration and the Legisla- 
ture about what the State's funding priorities 
should be. This year, due to the severity of the bud- 
get crisis, the Administration and the Legisiatiu^ 
have created a budget task force to develop and rec- 
ommend options for solving the budget problem. 
This task force has been divided into four working 
grou|»: (1) revenue and taxation, i2) general gov- 
ernment, (3) health and welfare, and (4) education. 
The task force has initially comprised a list of possi- 
ble revenue and expenditure options that it will use 
to assist the Governor and the Legislature in identi- 
fying possible budget solutions. 



Commission staff will actively participate in the 
budget debate focusing on the specific policy and fis- 
ral issues affecting postsecondary education, but the 
issues affecting the availability of revenue and the 
construction of the budget go well beyond postsec- 
ondary education. Since these issues will determine 
what General Fund resounds are available to high- 
er education, the following paragraphs briefly dis- 
cuss the uxBiOT budget issues affecting the develop- 
ment of the 1991-d2 State budget. 



Consequences of suspending the funding 
guarantee of Proposition 98 for K-12 
and community colleges 

In November 1988, California's voters passed Prop- 
osition 98 (the Classroom Instruction Improvement 
and Accountability Act), which established a mini- 
mum level of funding for the State's public elemen- 
tary and secondary schools as well as its community 
colleges based on one of the three so-called '^tests" 
that are shown in Display 6 below. The Governor s 
1991-92 Budget proposes to suspend Proposition 9^ 
and provide $14 billion less in fiscal year 1991^92 
for K-12 ^ucation and the community colleges 
than would be provided under the initiative. 



DISPLAY 6 How Funding Lewis Are Determined Under the Minimum Guarantee of Proposition 98 
TEST 1: 40 Percent of the General Fund Revenue 

This funding level provides K14 the amount of money, as a percentage of State General Fund revenues, 
that was appropriated to K- 1 4 in the 1986-87 fiscal year or base year - about 40 j^rcent. 

TEST 2: Maintain Prior-Year Level of K-M Funding 

This test provides the amount of money required to maintain the prior-year level of allocations from State 
General Fund and local revenues (property taxes) adjusted for enrollment increases and inflation. 

TEST 3: Adjustment of Funding Level Based on Available Revenues 

This test bases K-14 education funding on the prior year funding level adjusted for enrollment growth and 
growth in the General Fund revenues per capita, plus 0.5 percent of the prior-year level (This test was 
added to the minimum funding guarantee formula with the passage of Proposition 111. That proposition 
modified the funding guarantee ^ that in years when revenue growth slowed, K-14 education funding 
would be based on available General Fund revenues.) 

Source: California PosUecondary Education Commission staff analysis. 
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Diuing the next thrM months^ the Legislature must 
decide whether to suspend Proposition 98 as pro- 
posed oy the Governor. Current law provides that 
the minimuia guarantee of Proposiuon 98 may 
suspended for one year through urgency legislation 
requiring a two-^iiirds vote of each house. If the 
Legislature agrees to impend the minimum guar- 
antee, the Legislature can appropriate any level of 
funding for K-12 and the community colleges. 

The Governor's proposal will be a contentious issue 
that will have signifii^t impact on other areas of 
the budget if the Legislature does not approve it. 
The proposed budget reduces General Fund support 
for K-12 and the community colleges in the current 
and budget years by $2 billion. The Legislature and 
the Governor would have to agree to bridge the total 
shortfall of between $8 billion and 910 billion by ei- 
ther raising additional revenue and/or increa^ pro- 
gram idling reductions in the non-Proproition 98 
program areas. Both these solutions are problemat* 
ic. If the Legislature chooses to maintain the ftmd- 
ing guarantee, it must restore the $2 billion either 
by making additional ^uts to the non- Proposition 98 
budget or raising revenue. The later solution is also 
problematic, since the first $2 billion in new rev- 
enues raised is presently earmarked for K-12 and 
community colleges under the fimding guarantee. 
While the existing budget proposal seeks to signifi- 
cantly reduce General Fund expenditures in non- 
Proposition 98 budgets; the non-suspension of Prop- 
osition 98 may result in an additional $280 million 
being reduced from the University and State Uni- 
versity's base budgets. 



Impact of the proposed student fee 
increases on student access 

A prinMuy tenet of the State's Master Plan is the 
provision of access to any person eligible to attend 
higher education. An important feature of this poli- 
cy is that the State assumes the primary responsi- 
bility for the cost of providing a postsecondary edu- 
cation. None of California's three public college and 
university systems - th*^ California Commimity Col- 
leges, the University of California, and the CiilTor- 
nia State University) currently charge tuition to 
students who are California residents. This ""tuition 
freo" policy has limited not on!y tht* lands of student 
fees that California's public segments charge but 
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also their uses of these fees. Existing student fee 
revenues are used to complement institutional bud- 
gets by supporting the cost of student services. 

The Commission is on record as supporting the ex- 
isting student fee policy that limits fee increases to 
no more than 10 percent annually. At the same 
time, it recognizes that this policy is essentially an 
implementing feature of ttie State's historic Master 
Plan policies which support California's three-tier 
public higher education system that is renowned for 
its quality and accessibility. In the immediate fu- 
ture, the State's fiscal environment threatens the 
continuation of that policy by providing inadequate 
resources to fund all of the State's existing program 
priorities. The proposed student fee increases 
shown in Display 7 on page 7 not only raise the level 
of fe^ beyomi the existing student fee policy but 
also raise serious concerns regarding continued stu- 
dent access. 

California's existing student fee and financial aid 
policies provide eligible and financially needy stu- 
dents with the opportunity to attend college. The 
proposed student fee increases are accompanied 
with a proposal to increase student financial aid to 
cover the fee increase for low-income students. The 
proposed fee increase will most directly aiSTect the 
ability of students from moderate income levels to 
attend college. The Commission's staff estimates 
that the type of student who is able to attend the 
University and the State University will shift sig- 
nificantly as a result of the fee increase, in that stu- 
dents ineligible for financial assistance will either 
transfer to lower-cost institutions, delay their edu- 
cation in order to work, or drop out for a lack of ade- 
quate financing. 

For the University of California, Commission staff 
estimates that 2,367 middle-income undergradu- 
ates will not enroll next year and will be replaced 
with students from upper-income levels. For the 
State University, Commission staff estimates that 
almost 10,000 of its students will be displaced with 
students from high-income levels and an additional 
10,000 will be affected by the State University's re- 
duction in the level of its instruction program offer- 
ings - in that they would have enrolled in courses 
that will not be offered because of the budget reduc- 
tions. 

The Commission has established an ad hoc commit- 
tee to examine student fee and financial aid policies 

i3 
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DISPLAY 7 Average Per-Student Undergraduate Fees Charged by the University of California, 
the California State University, and the California Community Colleges in Fiscal 
Years 1983-84 Through 1991-92 

Ytot Univcimity of Califomia The Californ^ State Umvereity California Commuiuty Colleges 



1983-84 Base 


$1,387 


$ 692 


$100 


1984-85 


1,317 


658 


100 


1985-86 


1,324 


666 


100 


1936-87 


1.345 


680 


100 


1987-83 


1,492 


754 


100 


1988-89 


1.554 


815 


100 


1989-90 


1,634 


845 


100 


1990-91 


1,820 


920 


100 


1991-92' 


2,170 


1,076 


120 



1. Based on proposed 1991 -92 Governor's Budget 

Sourc«t: Table 5, The Price of Admission, i983 (Sacramento: California Post^condary Education Commission, December 1982), 
and California Postaecondary Education Commisaion staff analysis. 



and their impact on student eru'ollment and higher 
education financing. In addition, the Commission 
has reconvened its Fee and Financial Aid Policy 
Discussion Group which is examining alternatives 
to the State's existing student fee/financial aid poli- 
cies. (Item 6 on the agenda of the Administration 
and Liaison Committee provides an update on the 
Commission's activities on student fee and financial 
aid policies.) 



Importance of the adequacy 
of student financial aid 

A key component to the State's existing student fee 
policy is the State's financial aid policy. The prima- 
ry purpose of State student financial aid programs 
is to provide equal opportunity, access, and choice to 
postsecondary education for financially needy stu- 

^ dents. The State's three grant programs (Cal Grant 

A, B, and C) complement the federal student finan- 
cial aid programs by requiring that students apply 
for federal aid to qualify for State aid assistance and 
determine aid eligibility on specified federal stan- 
dards. While California's programs have l^en suc- 
cessful in providing opportunity, they do not meet 

- the needs of all eligible students who currently 

demonstrate fmanciai need. In fact, two out of ev- 

1 
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ery three eligible Cal Grant applicants do not re- 
ceive aid due to the lack of State funding. In addi- 
tion, large numbers of students from moderate- 
income backgrounds do not meet financial need cri- 
teria and must work and borrow funds to support 
their college costs. 

The Governor's Budget proposes to reduce funding 
for the Cal Grant program by $6.8 million. The 
California Student Aid Commission has not yet 
made a recommendation regarding how this budget 
cut should be implemented, but the number of 
grants awarded to graduating high school and con- 
tinuing college students will be reduced; adversely 
impacting student access and retention. The Gover- 
nor's Budget also includes $13 8 million augmenta- 
tion to fully fund the mandatory funding increases 
at the University of California and the California 
State University as well as budget language direct- 
ing that the University and the State University 
transfer funding to the Student Aid Commission in 
order to maintain the '"full-fee" funding policy if fee 
increases go beyond 20 percent. The University has 
proposed to provide grant assistance to cover the fee 
increase for students with family inroraes of $30,000 
or more. This proposal marks a departure from the 
University's historical need-based grant distribu- 
tion policy. 
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Progress in implementing 
community college reform 

In 1988, a major community college reform measure 
(Assembly Bill 1728) was signed into law that is 
making miyor changes in the mission, governance, 
and financing of the California Community Col- 
leges. A major provision of the legislation provided 
for $140 million in new State funding phase*in over 
a two-year period. These funds were allocated to 
the local community college districts for their gen- 
eral use in implementing the required reforms. 
More importantly, these funds became a part of 
base fimding for the community colleges. AB 1725 
also extended the provisions of the community col- 
lege financing legislation (SB 8S1) until June 30, 
1991 but for 1991-92 it replaces those provisions 
with ''program-based funding^ - a new mechanism 
to be developed by the system^s Board of Governors. 

The proposed criteria and standards to be utilized in 
the program-based funding model have been draft- 
ed in regulation and are to be approved by the 
Board of Governors at its March meeting, Conrams 
regarding the use of appropriate criteria to estab- 
lish such standards as the faculty-student ratio, fac- 
ulty salary levels and program staffing have been 
raised. Commission staff will be providing legisla- 
tive committee staff \/ith additional information re- 
garding these iss jes as appropriate. 

Among other provisiors^ to be Implemented in fiscal 
year 1991-92 is the development of a system of edu- 
cational and fiscal accountability fcr the colleges. 
In July 1990, the Board of Governors acted on a 
model accountability system that it forwarded to 
the State Department of Finance for State fimding. 
In developing the 1991-92 budget, that Department 
requested the Commission to review and comment 
on the proposed $7.9 million system. The Commis- 
sion provided the Department with initial com- 
ments on the proposed system and has promised to 
provide more speclT- recommendations prior to the 
Legislature's budget hearings. 

If Proposition 98 is not suspended, the community 
colleges will receive $225 million more than they 
did in the current year and 7.5 percent more than 
proposed in the Governor's Budget, Their major 
concern for 1991-92, however, is that the suspension 
of Proposition 98 would result in their receiving 3 
percent less General Fund sxipport ($50,7 million) 
th^i they did this year. 



Reduction of federal IRCA funding for adult 
and community college education programs 

Tlie federal government enacted the Immigration 
Reform and Control Act (IRCA) in 1986 to provide for 
the legalization of an estimated 1.7 million eligible 
undocumented residents in the United States. More 
than half these applicants reside in California. In 
enacting IRCA, the federal government created the 
State Legaliiation Assistance Grant (SUAG) pro- 
gram, which over a five-year period was to appropri- 
ate $4 billion in federal funds to the States impacted 
by the legalization effort. 

The five-year iRCa-SUAG funding period will ex- 
pire on September 30, 1992. However, President 
Bush has proposed to eliminate federal funding for 
the SUAG funding in the federal 1991-92 budget. It 
is uncertain at this time what funding, if any, will 
be provided by the federal government to the State 
in fis<^i year 1991-92, The Wilson Administration 
has proposed fully funding mandated public assis- 
tance and health programs, eliminating funding for 
discretionary State programs and reducing the level 
of educational services supported by SUAG funding 
(Display 8, {^ge9). 

The Governor's proposed allocation of KiAG funding 
dramatically reduces funding for English as a Sec- 
ond Language (ESL) and basic skills courses offered 
by K-12 adult education and the community coN 
leges down from $97,9 million in 1990 91 to $36 
million in 1991-92, This funding reduction comes 
on top of proposed reductions to local districts as a 
result of the suspension of Proposition 98, These 
proposed reductions coupled with the present statu- 
tory limits on community college growth will reduce 
the level of services provided to recently legalized 
residents. 

During deliberations on the 1990-91 State budget, 
the Legislatm-e enacted ACR 128. which directed 
the Commission to consult with the Superintendent 
of Public Instruction, the Chancellor of the Califor- 
nia Community Colleges, non-profit, community- 
based organizations and other current and potential 
providers and consumers of educational services un- 
der IRCA, to consider the long-term impact of legal- 
ization applicants on adult and community college 
education. These recommendations are due to the 
Legislature and Governor by March 1992. The 
Commission will hear as an information item the 
prospectus for that study at its April meeting. 
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DISPLAY 8 Estimated 1990-91 and 1991-92 Expenditure Plan, Immigration Reform and Control 
Act (Dollars in Thousands) 



Program Allocation 

Public Health 

TH/Lepro8y Control 
Sexually Transmitted Diseases 
Immunizations 
Perinatal Services 
Family Planning 
Adolescent Family Life 
IRCA Subvention 
Public Health Administration 
Subtotals 

Public Assistance 

General Assistance 

Foster Care 

AFDC FG 

SSI-SSP 

Food Stamps 

Housing 

Medi-Cal 

California Children's Services 
Medically Indigent Services 
County Medical Services 
Primary Care Clinics 
Mental Health 
HCD Administration 
DMH Administration 
DSS Administration 
OHS Administration 
HWA Administration 
Auditor General Administration 
Subtotals 

A nil -DiscriminationJEducatio n 
EDD 

Employment and Housing 
HWA 
Subtotal 

Education 

Adult Education 

SDE and CCC Administration 
Subtotals 

TOTALS 

Source: The 1991-92 Governor's Budfiret 



1080-91 


1991-92 


$832 




1,929 




242 




989 


— 


1,489 




12,755 




2.160 


$1,115 


$20,396 


$1,115 


9237 




1,720 


1 Ton 


o47 


1 ,4UO 






473 




600 




145,231 




355 


355 


201,678 


218,000 


5,260 


3.507 


15,000 




8,733 




65 




248 




636 


691 


2 419 


2,144 


1,399 


150 


$406,797 


$392,455 


548 




565 




740 




1,853 




$95,763 


$35,000 


2.164 


1.000 



$97.927 $36.000 
$526,973 $429,570 
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Reexamining the Staters 

finrancing plan for higher education 

If California is to maintain its current higher edu- 
cation system for the next generation of students, it 
must give serious consideration to how the State 
will adequately finance its cost. The budget deficit 
this year reflects not only a short-term revenue 
shortfall but also a long-term structural deficit, 
where revenues outstrip the increased cost of de- 
livering State services to a growing population. 
This year's budget problem will continue into future 
budgets unless the State takes action to restructure 
its existing revenue and expenditure policies. 

In examining California's existing student fee and 
financial aid policies and the impact of proposed 
budget cuts on student access and instructional 
quality, the Commission recognizes the need to fur- 
ther study financing alternatives. However, before 
recommending changes to the existing fee policy, 
more adequate Information on the ctirrent economic 
profile of sttidents enrolling in the public four- and 
two-year colleges and universities should be ob- 
tained. 

Presently we do not have adequate information on 
the current economic profile of students, including 
income by ethnicity, of students enrolled in the pub- 
lic institutions. The California Student Aid Com- 
mission periodically surveys students attending the 
public four-year institutions to determine student 
expense budgets - known as the Student Expenses 
and Resources Study (sears) survey. Further study 
of alternative student tuition, fee, and financial aid 
policies and their potential consequences upon Gen- 
eral Fund revenues, student access, and financial 
aid eligibility should be undertaken prior to chang- 
ing the current policy. In addition, an analysis of 
the total costs of the instructional mission of the 
three public postsecondary institutions should be 
reviewed with an eye to examining the cost of in- 
struction by level of instruction and identifying the 
effect of programmatic alternatives, such as re- 
duced access, program elimination, and increased 
use of electronic technology for instruction. 

Commission staff has developed budget language 
calling for such a study by the legislative budget 
committees. Although some initial analysis has 
been done on the student fee and fmancial aid poli- 
cy, there is still more to know about the conse- 
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quences of raising student fee leveb beyond the ex- 
isting fee policy. 



Conclusion 

The 1991-92 Governor's Budget proposes increases 
in State revenues to fund State programs as well as 
program eliminations and reductions to close the es- 
timated $8 million to $10 billion funding gap. Dur- 
ing the upcoming several months, the Legislature 
will debate the Governor's proposal and will revise 
the proposed spending plan according to its own 
priorities. Given the enormous budget deficit, the 
Legislature must decide on the appropriate level of 
new revenue and program reductions to achieve a 
balanced budget. A key issue in this decision will 
be whether to suspend Proposition 98 — the mini- 
mum funding guarantee for K-14 education. 

The State budget proposes significantly less Gener- 
al Fund support for higher education than the cur- 
rent year - 2.9 percent less for the community col- 
leges, 2.5 percent for the State University, and 01 
percent for the University, before adjusting for in- 
flation and growth. The proposed budget, taken to- 
gether with base budget reductions of recent years, 
erodes State support for higher education and will 
significantly reduce the level of instruction and stu- 
dent services provided to students who enroll in 
public higher education. Unless the State is willing 
to examine and restructure how we finance public 
higher education institutions, California will move 
away from its historical tradition of providing low- 
cost, quality postsecondary education to all eligible 
students. 



Appendices 

The following pages present displays of specific data 
relevant to the Governor's Budget, Displays 9 
through 12 on pages 1244 summarize actual bud- 
gets for recent years and proposed budgets for 1991- 
92 of California's segments and institutions of high- 
er education. Display 13 on page 15 shows similar 
data for the California Student Aid Commission. 
Display 14 on page 16 shows budgeted and proposed 
capital outlay funds for the segments. Displays 15 
and 16 on pages 17 and 18 illustrate student costs of 
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attending the University of California and the Cali- 
fornia State University in comparison with similar 
public institutions elsewhere in the country. Dis- 
play 17 on page 19 summarizes average daily atten- 
dance or full-time-equivalent enrollment in Califor- 



nia's segments of public education during 1990-91 
and projected for 1991-92. Finally, Display 18 on 
the same page shows the drop in State Lottery 
Funds to education this year. 
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DISPLAY 9 Budget Summary for the University of California, 1989-90 Through 1991-92 (Dollars in 
Thousands) 











Chanse from 1990-91 


Actual I9Sd-90 


Estimated 1990-91 


Proposed 1991-92 


Amount 


Percent 


Budgeted Programs 












Instruction 


$1,510,523 


$1,666,917 


$1,688,209 


$22,292 


1.3<S 


Research 


271,823 


244,813 


239,716 


-5,097 


-2.1 


Public Service 


97,856 


89.691 


89.691 


— 


— 


Academic Support 


357,366 


416,946 


428,473 


11,527 


2.8 


Teaching Hospitals 


1,222,124 


1,463,111 


1,558,155 


105,044 


7.2 


Student Services 


202 894 


19S 627 




— 


— 


Institutional Support 


319,779 


318,218 


318,218 


— 


— 


Operation and Maintenance 


265,892 


295,300 


298,383 


3,083 


10 


Student Financial Aid 


95,267 


88,103 


88,564 


461 


0.5 


Auxiliary Enterprises 


304,761 


354,119 


385,676 


31,557 


8.9 


Special Regents' Program 


50,029 


78,630 


81,254 


2,624 


3.3 


Unallocated A4justments 


10.952 


-24,992 


90,509 


115.501 


—a 


Unallocated Budget Reduction 






-34.115 


-34.115 


— a 


Subtotals, Budgeted Programs 


($4,709,266) 


($5,175,483) 


($5,428,360) 


($252,877) 


(4.9%) 


Extramural Programs 












Sponsored Research and Other 


$1,380,536 


$1,483,170 


$1,588,480 


$105,310 


7 1 


Department of Energy Labs 


2.279.609 


2.314.000 


2.^^.000 


69.000 


10 


Subtotals, Extramural Programs 


($3,660,145) 


($3,797,170) 


(S3.971.480) 




(4.6% 


Grand Totals 


$8,369,411 


$8,972,653 


$9,399,840 


$427,187 


4.8% 



Funding Source 



Budgeted Programs 



General Fund 


$2,076,662 


$2,135,733 


$2,133,900 


$1,833 


-0.1% 


State Transportation Fund 


956 


956 


956 






Caiifomia Water Fund 


100 


100 


100 






Cigarette and Tobacco Products Fund 


40,923 


31,949 


26,852 


-5,097 


-16.0 


Capital Outlay Bond Fund (1988) 


2,200 










Facilities Bond Fund (1990) 




3,000 




-3,000 


-100.0 


Lottery Education Fund 


24,106 


18,750 


18.750 






Federal Funds 


9,992 


12,612 


12.612 






Higher Education Fee Income 


229,855 


251,474 


306,651 


55.177 


21 9 


University General Funds 


229,876 


263,788 


288,124 


24,336 


92 


Eivtramural Programs 












Federal Funds 


$741,973 


$790,200 


$841,600 


$51,400 


6.5% 


Department of Energy (Federal) 


2,279,609 


2.314,000 


2,383.000 


69.000 


3 0 


State Agency Agreements 


36,260 


38,070 


39,980 


1,910 


5 0 


Private Gifts, Contracts, and Grants 


275,458 


300,300 


327,400 


27,100 


9.0 


Other University Funds 


$326,845 


$354,600 


$379,500 


$24,900 


7 0 


Personnel Years 


58,701 


58.498 


58.783 


285 


0 5% 



a. Not a meaningful iigiire. 

Sourer Analysis of tlie 1991-92 Budget BUI, Legislative Aaaiyst. 
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DISPLAY 10 Budget Summary for the California State University, 1989^90 Through 1991-92 
(Dollars in Thousands) 



ProCTam 


Actual 1989-90 


Estimated 1990-91 


Promised 1991-92 


ChanKeftvm 1990-91 
Amount Percent 


Instruction 


$1,229,673 


$1,328,424 


$1,378,342 


$49,918 


3.8% 


Public Service 


1,118 


1.251 


1.276 


25 


2.0 


Academic Support 


211,762 


248.354 


232.907 


-15,447 


-6.2 


Student Services 


264,984 


289.033 


324.634 


35.601 


12.3 


Institutional SuDDort 


511,635 


555,614 


553.593 


-2,021 


-0.4 


Independent Operations 


73,528 


74.747 


77,S42 


2,795 


3.7 


Auxiliary Organizations 


389,450 


421,754 


456,816 


35,062 


8.3 


Provisions for Allocation 


30 


-96,824 


-166,787 


-69,963 


72.3 


Unallocated Employee 
Compensation Increase 






21.699 


Zl,097 




Unallocated Trigger Related Reduction 






-27.870 






Totals, Budgeted Programs 


$2,682,130 


$2,822,363 


$2,852,152 


coo '7QQ 


11^ 


Fundine Source 












General Fund 


$1,631,340 


$1,699,014 


$1,655,927 


$43,087 


-2,5% 


Special Account for Capital Outlay 


2,172 


4.828 


3,500 


-1,328 


-27.5 


Reimbursements 


61,882 


63,178 


63,943 


765 


1.2 


Higher Education Earthquake Account -670 


851 




-851 


-100.0 


Higher Education Fees and Income 


327,219 


357,663 


419.483 


61,820 


17.3 


Continuing Education Revenue Fund 


54,604 


54 911 


54 250 


-661 


-1.2 


Dormitory Revenue Fond 


33,422 


41 002 


42,764 


1,762 


4.3 


Parking Revenue Fund 


16,405 


13,562 


13,744 


182 


1.3 


1988 Higher Education Capital Outlay 

Bond Fund 5,489 


8,415 




8,415 


-100.0 


1990 Higher Education Capital Outlay 
Bond Fund 


10.600 


— 


-10,600 


-100.0 


Lottery Education Fund 


56,801 


49.167 


33.438 


-15 729 


-32 0 


Federal Trust Fund 


103,863 


97,392 


108,271 


10,879 


112 


Special Projects Fund 


3 


16 


16 






Auxiliary Organization 












Federal 


65,817 


71,276 


77.202 


5,926 


8.3 


Other 


$323,633 


$350,478 


$379,614 


$29,136 


$8.3 


Personnel Years 


36,629 6 


36,563.9 


37,507.8 


943,9 


2.6% 



a. Not a meamngful figure. 

Source: AjiaJyais of the 1991 92 Budget Bill, Legislative Analyst. 
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DISPLAY 11 Total Support for the CaUfomia Community Colleges from All Sources, 1989-90 

Through 1991-92 (Dollars in Milliona) 

Change from 1990-91 . 

Type oCSiipport or Soanw Actuall989-90 Ewtimatod 1990-91 Pronoged 1991-92 Amount Percent 

State Support 

State Operations $20,124 $20,464 19,525 -$939 -4 6% 

Categorical Programs 209,975 238,647 203.982 -34,685 -14.5 

Apportionments 1.400,836 1,534.861 1,484,118 -50,743 -3.3 

Proposition 98 Reserve =: :; 10.000 JO^NDO 

Subtotals, State Support ($1,630,935) ($1,793,972) $1,717,605 -$76,367 (-4.3%) 

Local Support 

Property Taxes $715,469 $793,207 $865,778 $72,571 9.1% 

Other State Support 

Lottery Revenues 122,433 95,230 95,230 

Enrollment Fee 67,192 69,000 84,699 15,699 22.8% 

State School Fund 2.570 3.854 3.854 - 

Subtotals, Other State Support ($192,195) ($168,084) ($183,783) ($15,699) (9.3%) 

TotaU $2,538,599 $2,755,263 $2,767,166 $11,903 .04% 

Funding Sources 

General Fund $1,554,615 $1,722,377 $1,671,808 $50,569 2,9% 

Local Funds 715,469 793,207 866,778 72,571 9.1 

Bond Funds 28,000 28,197 142 -28,055 -99.5 

Other State/Reimbursements 47,088 41,688 43,944 2,256 5.4 

Enrollment Fee 67,192 69,000 84,699 15,699 22.8 

Other/Uttery 126.235 100,794 100,795 1 

a. Not a meaningful figure. 

Source: Analysis of the 1991-92 Budget Bill. Legislative Analyst 



DISPLAY 12 State Funds for the Support of Current Operations at the California Maritime Academy 
and Hastings College of the Law, Budgeted for 1990-91 and Proposed for 1991-92, 
with Percentage Increases (Dollars in Thousands) 



California Maritime At^demy Ha9ttng8 College of the Law 





1990-91 


1991-92 


Percent 


1990-91 


1991-92 


Percent 


Fund 


BudRst 


Proposed 


Increase 


Buditet 


Proposed 


Increase 


Grenerai Fund 


$13,531 


$13,638 


0.8% 


$7,047 


$7,075 


0.4% 


Lottery Funds 


163 


163 


0.0% 


30 


30 


0.0% 


TOTAL 


$13,694 


$13,801 


0.8% 


$7,077 


$7,105 


0.4% 



Source: The 1991-92 Governor's Budget. 
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DISPLAY 13 



California Student Aid Commission Local Assistance Programs, 1988-89 Through 
1991-92 (Dollars in Thousands) 



kjitfa Ui cwmnii^v til ouiM w 


Accual 




Proposed 


Chanueffom 1990 91 
Amount Percent 














u&i i^rEnc A ^ocnoi&rsnipi 






S1 1 n 1 AO 


$8,177 


8.0% 


Cal Grant B (College Opportunity) 


50,112 


54.746 


59,749 


5,004 


9.1 


Cal Grant C (Occupational) 


2,752 


3,003 


3.003 


0 


0.0 


Graduate Fellowship 


2,514 


2,969 


2.969 


0 


0.0 


Lfdw Enforcement Personnel Dependents 


10 


14 


14 


0 


0.0 


Bilingual Teacher Development 


85 


4 


0 


4 


-100.0 


Byrd Scholarship Program 


790 


866 


866 


0 


0.0 


Paul Douglas Teacher Scholarships 


1,961 


2,009 


2.0O9 


0 


0.0 


Subtotals^ Grant Programs 


$158,351 


8165.575 


$178,752 


$13,177 


7.9 


Other Programs 












Assu.*nption Program of Loans 
for Education (APLE) 


a54 


1.400 


2,001 


601 


33.3 


▼f or& oraujr r^rvgTciiu 




Oil/ 




0 


0.0 


Uai'bUAr 


Off 


Oil 




60 


10.7 


Subtotals, Other Programs 


2,181 


2,787 


3,448 


0 


0.0 


Reimbursements 


-798 


-866 


-866 


0 


0.0 


Unallocated Reduction 






$6,807 






Net Totals 


$159,734 


$167,496 


$174,527 


16.031 




Funding Sources 












General Fund 


$146,667 


$156,400 


$163,371 


$6,971 


4.1 


Federal Trust Fund 


$13,067 


$11,096 


$11,096 


0 


0.0 



Source: 1991-92 Governors Budget. 
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DISPLAY 14 Funds for Capital Outlay at California Public Postsecondary Institutions, Budgeted 
for 1990-91 and Proposed for 1991-92 (Doilars in Thousands) 

1989-90 1990-91 

Scgmgot and Fund Budggted Prop>05«d 

University of California 

Higher Education Capital 0 atlay Bond Fund of 1986 0 $1 ,466 

High Technology Education Revenue Bond Fund 82,987 0 

Higher Education Capital Outlay Bond Fund of 1988 27.507 1,000 

Public Building Construction Fund 99,572 110,553 

Higher Education Capital Outlay Bond Fund of 1990 126,662 15,779 

Health Science Facilities Construction Fund 0 2,375 

TOTAL STATE FUNDS (336,728) (131,173) 

Other Nonstate Funds 66.714 1^485 

TOTAL FUNDS $403,442 $132,658 

The California State University 

Higher Education Capital Outlay Bond Fund of 1986 21 ,290 5,257 

High Technology Education Revenue Bond Fund 31 ,496 4,259 

Higher Education Capital Outlay Bond Fund of 1988 79,288 2,416 

Public Bvilding Construction Fund 160,300 106,232 

Higher Education Capital Outlay Bond Fund of 1990 119,516 14,198 

TOTAL STATE FUNDS (411,889) (132,362) 

Other Nonstate Funds 49.615 8.407 

TOTAL FUNDS $481,504 $140,769 

California Community Colleges 

Higher Education Capital Outlay Bond Fund of 1986 6,871 0 

Higher Education Capital Outlay Bond Fund ofl988 68,574 0 

Public Building ConstrucUon Fund 158,999 1 1 1,686 

Higher Education Capital Outlay Bond Fund of 1990 91.836 10.360 

TOTAL STATE FUNDS {S?326,280) ($122,046) 

California Maritime Academy 

Higher Education Capital Outlay Bond Fund of i 990 60 0 

TOTAL STATE FUNDS (60) (0) 

TOTAL STATE FUNDS $1,074,957 ?385,581 

TOTAL FUNDS $1,191,286 $395,473 
Note: There are no proposed capital outlay projects for the Haiitings College of the Law. 

Source: The 1991-92 Governor's Budget. 
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DISPLAY 15 Costs of Attendance at the University of California and Eleven Comparable Public 



Universities, 1990^91 

Tuition Booki and On-Cmmpua Trans- Other Total 



tnttitutiqn 








portatipn 


Costs 


Costs 


Cornell University Statutory Colleges 


$6,944 


$420 


$4,993 




$920 


$12,277 


State University of New York, Buffalo' 


1,908 


730 


3,790 


779 


835 


8,042 


University of Arizona 


1,540 


574 


3,436 


650 


1.450 


7,650 


University of Illinois, Urbana' 


2.969 


420 


3,642 


380 


1,212 


8,623 


University of Michigan, Ann Arbor* 


3,688 


424 


3,856 


195 


1,184 


9,347 


University of North Carolina - Chapel Hill 


1,084 


450 


3,280 


50 


930 


5,794 


University of Oregon, Eugene 


1,965 


390 


2,750 


235 


1,090 


6,430 


University of Texas, Austin 


1,022 


450 


3,300 


506 


1,250 


6.528 


University of Virginia* 


2,966 


525 


3,150 




1,050 


7,691 


University of Washington 


1,963 


492 


3,800 


606 


1,335 


8,186 


University of Wisconsin - Madison 


2,108 


466 


3,445 


235 


1,080 


7,334 


Average of abo\re institutions 


$2,468 


$486 


$3,588 


$404 


$1,121 


$8,065 


University of California Average 


$1320 


$621 


$4,943 


$490 


$1,371 


$9,245 


• Institutioiu presently in th« Umvennty'a faculty salary comparison group 











Traissportation cost U incuded in the '^Othdr Coits" category. 

Source: Tuition and feo figuret obtained from the (Jnivenity of California, AU other cost informataon obtained from The College 
CattBook 1991, publiahad by The College Board, 
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DISPLAY 16 Costa of Attendance at the California Suue University and 16 Comparable Public 
Universities, 1990-91 



iniHbiiiUUtFIl 


Tuition 

anci Faaa 


Books and 

SuboUm 


On-Campua 
Rixini aikI Board 


Trmiu- 

Dortatioa 


Other 
Coats 


ToUl 
Cost 


Arizona State University 


$1,540 


$480 


$3,900 


*• 


$2,120 


$8,040 


Cleveland State University 


2,397 


475 


3,069 




700 


6,641 


Georgia State University 


1,812 


900 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


7,649 


Illinois State University^ 


2.272 


456 


2,560 


$390 


1,233 


6,911 


Mankato State University^ 


1,927 


400 


2,388 


225 


1,000 


5,840 


North Carolina State University 


1.109 


500 


3,100 




1,000 


5,709 


Rutgers: The State University 
of New Jersey, Newark 


3,281 


500 


3,826 


00 


2.093 


9,700 


State Universitv of New York. Albanv 


1,485 


500 


3,422 


250 


650 


6,307 


University of Colorado, Denver 


1.458 


450 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


6,845 


University of Connecticut^ 


2,975 


500 


4,258 


250 


1,317 


9,300 


University of Maryland, Baltimore County 


2,390 


460 


3,784 


300 


93U 


7,o54 


w niversi ty ox e vaua, cveno 




AHA 






I 200 


6 &50 


University of Texas, Arlington 




ill A 






onn 


\7| f 


University of Wisconsin, Milwaukee 


2,258 


509 


3,408 


519 


1,532 


8,226 


Virginia Polytechnic Institute 
and State University^ 


2,846 


560 


2,672 


210 


950 


7,238 


Wayne State University 


2,635 


430 


N/A 


1,080 


700 


8,169 


Average of Above Institutions 


$2,047 


$511 


$3^24 


$447 


$1,166 


$7,495 


California State University Average 


$911 


$45d 


$3,^ 


$452 


$1,257 


$7,037 



1. In 1991-92, thdsa untveraitifls will be deieUd from tha list aa comparable institutions. 

2. In 1 991 «92. these universities will replace th« deleted ones as comparable institutions. 
N/A: Not available, but sverafe cost used in calculsting total cost for the institution. 

Transportation cnst is included in the other cost category. 

Source: Cost information obtained from Th^ ColUg€ Cost Book 1991, published by The College Board, and Th^ ChronicU of Higher 
Education, October 3, 1990, pp. A37-A42. 




DISPLAY 17 Average Daily AttendanceJFuU-Time-Equivalent Enrollment in California's Public 
Education Systems, 1990-91 and 1991-92 



Averase Daily Attendance/Full-Time-Eoaivalent Enrqllment 


Chanite. 19M-91 to 1991-92 




1990-91 


1991-92 


Amount 


Percent 


K-12^ 


4,908,300 


5,118,400 


210,100 


4.2% 


California Community Colleges 


738,291 


752.189 


13.898 


19% 


The California State University 


274,600* 


280,220 


5,720 


2.1% 


University of California 


154,101' 


155,710 


1,609 


1.0% 


Undergraduate 


(114,940) 


(116,584) 


1,644 


1.4% 


Postbacealaureate 


1,046 


1,010 


35 


-3 3% 


Graduate 


(26,094) 


(26,094) 






Health Sciences 


(12,022) 


(12,022) 






Hastings College of the Law 


1,325 


1,225 


100 


-1.2% 


California Maritime Academy 


400 


400 


0 


0% 



TOTAL STUDENTS 

1. Soiure: UmlapUcated avermge daily attendance, for elenMntary and secondary studantt only, D«panmfint of Finance. 

2. Budgated. Eatimated Actual 1990-91 anroilmant ta 278,722 FTE. 

« 

3. BttdgBted. 

Source: The 1991-92 Govemor^s Budget 



DISPLAY 18 State LotUry Revenues, 1989-90 and 1990-91 (Dollars in Millions) 









Change 


from 1989-^ 


Institutioo 


1989-90 


1990-91^ 


Amount 


Percent 


K- 12 Education 


$788.80 


$613.54 


$175.26 


22% 


California Community Colleges 


122.43 


95.23 


27.20 


22 


The California State University 


42.99 


33 44 


9.55 


22 


University of California 


24.11 


18.75 


5.36 


22 


Hastings College of the Law 


.21 


.16 


.05 


23 


California Maritime Academy 


.06 


,05 






TOTAL 


$978.60 


$761.17 


$217.43 


-22% 



1. Bw«d on Lottery Commission estimatea. Lottery Corammion does not make projections beyond current year. 
Source: 1991-92 Governor's Budget. 
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CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSION 



THE California Postsccondary Education Commis- 
sion is a citizen boarti established in 1974 by the 
Lei^^lature and CSovernor to eooniinata the efforts 
of California's colleges and universities and to pro> 
vide independent, non-partisan policy analysis and 
recommendations to the Governor and Legislature. 

Members of the Commiasioa 

The Commission consists of 16 members. Nine rep- 
resent the general public, with three each appointed 
for six-year terms by the Governor, the Senate 
Rules Committee, and the Speaker of the Assembly. 
The other six represent the major segments of post- 
secondary education in California. 

As of March 1991, the Commissioners representing 
the general public were: 

Lowell J. Paige, El Macaro; Chair; 
Henry Der, San Francisco; Vice Chair; 
Mim Andelson, Los Angeles; 
C. Thomas Dean, L<Hig Beach; 
Rosalind K. Goddard, Los Angeles; 
Helen Z. Hansen, Long Beach; 
Mari-Luci Jaramillo, Emeryville; 
Dale F. Shimasaki, San Francisco 
Stephen P. Teale, M.D., Modesto. 

Representatives of the segments were: 

Joseph D, Carrabino, Orange; appointed by the 
California State Board of Education; 

James B. Jamieson, San Luis Obispo; appointed b> 
the Governor from nominees proposed by Califor- 
nia's independent colleges and universities 

Meredith J. Khachigian, San Clemente; appointed 
by the Regents of the University of California; 

John F. Parkhurst, Folsom; appointed by the Board 
of Governors of the Califoraia Community Colleges; 

Theodore J. Saenger, San Francisco: appointed by 
the Trustees of the California State University; and 

Harry Wugalter, Thousand Oaks; appointed by the 
Council for Private Postsecondary and Vocational 
Education. 



FunctioB i of the Commission 

The Commission is charged by the Legislature and 
Governor to "assure the effective utilization of pub- 
lic postsecondary education resources, thereby elimi- 
nating waste and unnecessary duplication, and to 
promote diversity, innovation, and responsiveness 
to student and societal needs." 

To this end, the Commission conducts independent 
reviews of matters affecting the 2,600 institutions of 
postsecondary education in California, including 
community colleges, four-year coUeges, universi- 
ties, and professional and occupational schools. 

As an advisory planning and coordinating body, the 
Commission does not administer or govern any m- 
stitutions, nor does it approve, authorize, or accredit 
any of them. Instead, it cooperates with other State 
agencies and non-governmental groups that per- 
form these hinetions, while operating as an indepen- 
dent board with its own staff and its own specific du- 
ties of evaluation, coordination, and planning, 

Operation of the Commission 

The CommiMion holds regular meetings throughout 
the year at which it debates and takes action on 
staff studies and takes positions on proposed legisla- 
tion affecting education beyond the high school in 
Califorma. By law, its meotinga are open to the 
public Requests to speak at a meeting may be made 
by writing the Commission in advance or by submit- 
ting a request before the start of the meeting. 

The Commission's day-to-day work is carried out by 
its staff in Sacramento, under the guidance of its ex- 
ecutive director, Kenneth B. O'Brien, who is ap- 
pointed by the Commission. 

The Commission publishes and distributes without 
charge some 30 to 40 reports each year on major is- 
sues confronting California postsecondary educa- 
tion. Recent reports are listed on the back cover. 

Further information about the Commission, its 
meetings, its staff, and its publications may be ob- 
tained from the Commission oSices at 1020 Twelfth 
Street, Third Floor, Sacramento, CA 98514-3985; 
telephone (918) 446-7933. 
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ANALYSIS OF THE 1991-92 GOVERNOR'S BUDGET 
California Postsecondary Education Commission Report 91-3 



ONE c£& series of reports published by the Commis- 
sion as part of its planning and coordi n a t i n g respon- 
sibilities. Additional copies may be obtained without 
charge from the Publications Office, California Post- 
secondary Education Commission, Third Floor, 1020 
Twelfth Street, Sacramento. California 95314-3985. 

Berant reports of the Commission include: 

90-22 Second Progress Report on the Effectiveness 
of Intersegmental Student Preparation Programs: 
The Second of Three Reports to the Legislature in Re- 
sponse to Item 6420-0011-001 of the 1988-89 Budget 
Act (October 1990) 

^23 Student Profiles, 1990: The First in a Series 
of Annual Faetbooks About Student Participation in 
California Higher Education (October 1990) 

90-24 Fiscal Promes, 1990: The First in a Series of 
^Factibooks About the Financing of California Higher 
Education (October 1^) 

90-25 Public Testimony Regarding Preliminary 
Draft Regulations to Implement the Private Postsec- 
ondary and Vocational Education Reform Act of 1989: 
A Report in Response to Assembly Bill 1993 (Chapter 
1324. Statutes of 1989) (October 1990) 

90-26 Legislation Affecting Higher Education Ihir- 
ing the Second Year of the 1989-90 Session: A Staff 
Report of the California Postsecondary Education 
Commission (October 1990) 

90-27 Legislative Priorities of the Commission, 
1991: A Report of the California Postsecondary Edu- 
cation Commission (December 1990) 

90-28 State Budget Priorities of the Commission, 
1991: A Report of the California Postsecondary Edu- 
cation Commission (I^ramber 1990) 

90-29 Shortening Time to the Doctoral Degree: A 
Report to the Legislature and the University of Cali- 
fornia in Response to Senate Concurrent Resolution 
66 (Resolution Chapter 174, Statutes of 1989) (De- 
cember 1990) 

90-30 Transfer and Articulation in the 1990s: Cali- 
fornia in the Larger Picture (December 1990) 

90-31 Preliminary Draft Regulations for Chapter 3 
of Part 59 of the Education Code, Prepared by the 
California Postsecondary Education Commission for 
Consideration by the Coimcil for Private Postsecon- 
dary and Vocational Education. (December 1990) 



90- 32 Statement of Reasons for Preliminary Draft 
Regulations for Chapter 3 of Part 59 of the Education 
Code, Prepared by the California Postsecondary Edu- 
cation Commission for the Council for Privati^ Postse- 
condary tiod Vocational Education. (December 1990) 

91- 1 Library Space Standards at the California 
State University: A Report to the Legislature in Re- 
sponse to Supplemental Language to the 1990-91 
State Budget (January 1991) 

91-2 Progress on the Commission's Study of the 
California State University's Administration: A Re- 
port to the Governor and Legislature in Response to 
Supplemental Report Language of the 1990 Budget 
Act (January 1991) 

91-3 Analysis of the 1991-92 Governor's Budget: A 
Staff Report to the California Postsecondary Educa- 
tion Commission (March 1991) 

91-4 Composition of the Staff in California's Public 
Colleges and Universities from 1977 to 1989: The 
Sixth in the Commission's Series of Biennial Reports 
on Equal Employment Opportimity in California's 
Public Colleges and Universities (April 1 991 ) 

91-5 Status Report on Human Corps Activities, 
1991: The Fourth in a Series of Five Annual Reports 
to the Legislatture in R^ponse to Assembly Bill 1829 
(Chapter 1246, Statutes of 1987) (April 1991 ) 

91-6 The State's Reliance on Non-(jovernmental 
Aixreditation, Part Two: A Report to the L<>gislature 
in Response to Assembly Bill 1993 (Chapter 1324, 
Statutes of 1989) (April 1991) 

91-7 State Policy on Technology for Distance Learn- 
ing: Recommendations to the Legislature and the 
Ctovemor in Response to Senate Bill 1202 (Chapter 
1038, Statutes of 1989) (April 1991 ) 

91-8 The Educational Equity Plan of the California 
Maritime Academy: A Report to the Legislature in 
Response to Language in the Supplemental Report of 
the 1990-91 Budget Act (April 199! ) 

91-9 The California Maritime Academy and the 
California State University: A Report to the Legisla- 
ture and the Department of Finance in Response to 
Supplemental Report Language of the 1990 Budget 
Act (April 1991) 

91-10 Faculty Salaries in California's Public Uni- 
versities, 1991-92: A Report to the Legislature and 
Governor in Response to Senate Concurrent Resolu- 
tion No. 51 (1965) (AprU 1991) 



